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CERTIFICATION (AND) MARKS – UNDERSTANDING
USAGE AND PRACTICES AMONG STANDARDS
ORGANIZATIONS
Brad Biddle, Vigdis Bronder and Jorge Contreras1
In addition to creating technical standards that describe how different products or
services interoperate, many standards development organizations (SDOs) also perform
testing services that are designed to ensure that products that ostensibly comply with a
standard actually work together. SDOs frequently call this process “certification,” and
authorize implementers that pass the testing process to use a logo or similar mark.
Certification marks are a type of trademark that would seem to be tailor-made for this
process. Our empirical analysis shows that SDOs use certification marks only
relatively rarely, however. This dissonance is striking, providing insight into both the
remarkably sophisticated practices of many SDOs in connection with compliance and
interoperability testing and into potential weaknesses of the certification mark legal
regime. The empirical data presented in the paper is intended to serve as a foundational
platform for further work analysing the law and policy of certification marks and the
practices of SDOs in connection with interoperability testing and certification.

T

echnical standards such as Wi-Fi, Bluetooth and USB enable products manufactured by different producers
around the world to interoperate, facilitating sophisticated industry supply chains and, optimally, seamless
user experiences. Technical standards are sometimes developed in large formal standards development
organizations (such as the International Telecommunications Union or the International Electrotechnical
Commission) and sometimes within industry associations known as consortia (such as the Bluetooth SIG and the
USB Implementers Forum). These organizations create technical specifications that describe requirements
manufacturers must follow to ensure that devices or software manufactured by one vendor can interoperate with
the products of another vendor (for convenience, we refer to all of these organizations as standards development
organizations or “SDOs”). Interoperability standards play a foundational role in the information and
communications technology industry at every layer of the technology stack, ranging from defining
interconnections within and between chips on circuit boards to enabling the hardware and software that powers
the global Internet.
Interoperability standards alone rarely suffice to create interoperable products. Standards documents may
include inherent ambiguities. Other product components may impact the functionality of specified interfaces.
Engineers at one manufacturer can make nuanced implementation decisions that may create incompatibilities with
equally nuanced implementation decisions made by engineers at a different manufacturer. Accordingly, many
standards developers invest considerable resources in compliance and interoperability testing processes designed
to ensure that products that implement a particular standard in fact interoperate with other products that implement
that standard. Testing can be performed in different ways (Chon, 2009; Contreras & McManis, 2013)). One
method is “self-certification,” or first-party testing: under this model an implementer tests its product against some
test criteria provided by the SDO, and self-reports whether the product meets the test criteria. Another method is
second-party testing; that is, the SDO itself directly performs product testing, using its own employees or other
direct agents of the SDO. A third method is third-party testing: the SDO may authorize one or more third party
testing labs to perform test services. Some standards developers frame this testing process, however it is
implemented, as “certification”—that is, someone determines whether products comply with a specification in a
manner that will result in real-world interoperability, and then formally certify those products that pass the test.
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Some SDOs then grant permission for implementers to use a particular logo that signifies compliance with the
standard.
In most jurisdictions, trademarks function to identify the source of a product, and service marks function to
identify the source of a service (for the purposes of this article we will refer to both trademarks and service marks
as trademarks). Some jurisdictions, including the U.S., also offer certification marks, which indicate that a product
or service complies with a particular standard, whether as to quality, performance, origin, materials,
manufacturing process or other criteria. Under U.S. law, there are material differences between certification marks
and trademarks. Most importantly, the owner of a certification mark may not display the mark in connection with
its own products or services; rather it may only be displayed by third parties that comply with the owner’s
established standards. 15 USC § 1154. Moreover, unlike a trademark, the owner of a certification mark must
permit any entity that complies with the associated standards to display the mark. The application and maintenance
requirements for a certification mark are also different and often more onerous than traditional trademarks.
Over the years, certification marks have been used in a variety of industries and market sectors from organic
foods to sustainable building materials to professional accreditations to technical interoperability protocols. As
observed by Margaret Chon, “the conventional wisdom is that [certification marks] are the appropriate vehicle
[under U.S. law] to represent standards and certifications” (Chon, 2009, p.2331).
Yet not all entities that develop standards or certify products and services utilize certification marks. As Chon
points out, some entities elect to use a trademark licensing strategy in lieu of certification marks (Chon, 2009,
p.2332). In the area of technical interoperability standards, (Contreras, 2019, pp.223-24) observes a similar
phenomenon. Though some well-known standards such as Bluetooth and Wi-Fi are registered as certification
marks, others including DVD, GSM and HDMI are registered as trademarks.
The authors became curious about such dissonances between the actual behavior of standards developers in
connection with these compliance-focused logos and the conventional legal wisdom about how and when a certain
type of trademark called a “certification mark” would and should be used. Certification marks appear to be tailormade for the standards development context, but we observed that some organizations use traditional trademarks
to “certify” compliant products instead of certification marks. In order to explore these questions, we conducted
the following study:
1.
2.

3.

4.

We identified 102 important standards development organizations, drawing from the standards-focused
academic literature and from an empirical assessment where we used organization size (measured by
revenue) as a proxy for importance.
Based on information obtained from organization websites, we identified whether the organization
performed or facilitated any kind of formal compliance or interoperability testing. If so, we categorized
the type of testing process (e.g., self-testing by implementers, organization-led testing, or third-party
testing), noted whether or not the organization specifically called the output of the process “certification,”
and assessed whether the organization authorized compliant implementers to use a logo or other mark.
We compiled a database that captured the trademark filing practices of 94 of these organizations and that
identified the attorneys that filed for these marks. These 94 SDOs applied for over 5000 marks in 127
different jurisdictions worldwide, with dramatic diversity of trademark filing strategies among different
organizations. We assessed how many of these marks were certification marks, as opposed to traditional
trademarks or service marks. The dissonance that sparked our initial curiosity did indeed bear out in the
empirical data in a striking way: certification marks proved to be only a tiny portion of the overall set of
marks applied for by the organizations in our dataset.
We performed a set of interviews of trademark counsel that we identified as leading practitioners
supporting standards organizations, in an effort to gather qualitative data to supplement our empirical
findings.

This paper proceeds first by reviewing the relevant literature of standards, certification and certification marks
We next describe the study and our empirical and qualitative findings. Finally, we offer a set of initial observations
based on our findings, with the expectation that our empirical results will serve as a foundation for further future
exploration both of the law and policy of certification marks and of the technical and business practices of SDOs
in connection with interoperability testing and certification.
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A. Background: Standards, Trademarks and Certification Marks
The literature of technical standardization is extensive, and numerous analyses have been made concerning
the role and influence of consortia in the standards-development ecosystem (Updegrove, 1993;Weiss & Cargill,
1992; Egyedi, 2001; Baron et al., 2014; Delcamp & Leiponen, 2014; Biddle, 2017, 2019). An extensive literature
also exists concerning the intersection of standardization and intellectual property (Contreras, 2019a (reviewing
and collecting literature). However, the vast majority of scholarship in this area is devoted to the impact of patents
on standardization and the deployment of standardized products, with a lesser degree of attention to the effect of
copyrights on the availability of standards documents and computer software. Very little scholarship exists
concerning the intersection of technical standards and trademark law. Contreras (2019b) offers a general survey
of the landscape, and Biddle and collaborators provide descriptive statistics relating to the trademark filing and
prosecution practices of consortia (Biddle et al., 2019). Dunn and Jackson offer practical advice regarding the
choice of trademarks versus certification marks for standards organizations (Dunn & Jackson, 2012), and
Contreras questions the appropriateness of certification marks in this context (Contreras, 2019b, 2021).
The study of certification and certification marks beyond technical interoperability standards is more
extensive. Chon’s foundational work in this area raised doctrinal and theoretical concerns regarding the use of
certification marks and labels in areas ranging from organic foods to green buildings (Chon, 2009). National law
perspectives and summaries on certification marks are offered by (Chon, 2020 - United States), (Austin, 2020 EU), (Belson, 2017 - UK) and (Hallett, 2013 - Australia). Fromer raises concerns about potential anticompetitive
uses of certification marks due to the often-vague standards associated with such marks and proposes tighter
regulation of the area (Fromer, 2017), and Barron raises concerns with respect to the use of certification marks in
relation to consumer and worker safety (Barron, 2013). Several authors offer a range of critiques concerning the
use of certification marks and “ecolabels” in the area of sustainable materials and other “green” products, focusing
the proliferation of such marks and the comparatively opaque criteria for certification (Contreras & McManis,
2013; Contreras et al., 2012; Fischer & Lyon, 2014; Heh, 2015).
Beyond certification marks, numerous authors have addressed broader issues and market failures with the
involvement of private certifiers in markets including consumer and financial products (Barnett, 2012), forestry
products (Meidinger, 2006) and leafy vegetables (Lytton, 2019). These analyses are placed within the broader
study of private governance and regulation exemplified by the work of Büthe and Mattli (Büthe & Mattli, 2011).
Standards conformity testing– the assessment of a product’s compliance with a given standard – is the subject
of its own ISO standard. ISO/IEC 17000:2004, Conformity assessment—Vocabulary and general principles,
defines conformity assessment as “demonstration that specified requirements relating to a product, process,
system, person or body are fulfilled.” Conformity assessment was the subject of significant international attention
in the late 1990s with the adoption of the World Trade Organization (WTO) Agreement in 1994 and its
accompanying Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT). The TBT Agreement prohibits a WTO member
country from enacting trade barriers through the enactment of technical requirements and standards intended to
disadvantage foreign goods. The methods and processes by which products are tested for conformity to standards
thus became a topic of significant academic, governmental and private sector interest (Natl. Res. Council, 1995)
(Stepenson, 1997). More recently, the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) has published a series of
reports describing recommended processes for conformity assessment, including a set of thirteen conformity
assessment principles (Am. Natl. Standards Inst., 2011). And while there is a sizeable literature concerning the
technical aspects of conformity testing (also referred to as compliance testing or interoperability testing) (Holst et
al., 2001), much of it directed to specific industries and product categories, there has been little recent analysis of
conformity testing from a legal standpoint (Barnett, 2012).

B. Research Methodology and Results
In this study, we selected a large group of the most significant SDOs operating today and collected data
regarding their testing and certification programs as well as their trademark, service mark and certification mark
filing program.
1. Selection of organizations
Our goal was to study a relatively large set of important SDOs. We selected SDOs for our dataset by, first,
starting with the organizations identified in the empirical work done by Baron and Spulber (2018). That work

3
Electronic copy available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3994967

In Proceedings of the 11th International Conference on Standardisation and Innovation in Information
Technology (SIIT), Sept. 7, 2021
describes the rules of 36 SDOs relating to standard-essential patents, openness, participation, and standard
adoption procedures. We eliminated several SDOs that had either merged with other organizations or disbanded
(BioAPI, Home Plug, IMTC, IrDA and PCCA). We then supplemented that list by adding organizations that
appear in a database of several hundred standards development organizations maintained by one of the authors of
this paper (see Part E), selecting those organizations that reported over US$500,000 in annual revenue on their
then-most-recent published Form 990 tax filing with the United States Internal Revenue Service. Our theory in
this case was that organization size, as measured by revenue, demonstrated relative importance. The Baron and
Spulber list included organizations based in the U.S. and elsewhere around the world. Our supplemental list
included only organizations based in the U.S. Ultimately, we identified 102 SDOs using both criteria discussed
above. These SDOs are listed in Table 1, found in Appendix A. In eight cases the trademarks associated with a
particular entity appeared to be owned by a different entity (e.g., the 3GPP marks are owned by ETSI; the LoRa
marks are owned by a member company; the RISC-V marks are owned by an individual). We excluded these
entities (each marked with an asterisk in Table 1) from our core empirical analysis described in Section B.3 below,
leaving us focused on 94 SDOs for that portion of the analysis.
2. Testing and “certification”
We examined the websites of each of the SDOs in our dataset and attempted to determine answers to the
following questions for each SDO:
•
•
•
•

Does the SDO facilitate any sort of compliance or conformance testing in connection with any of their
specifications? (Yes or No)
If yes, categorize the testing process as either (a) first-party/self-testing, (b) second-party/SDO-led
testing, (d) third party testing, or (d) “other.”
Does the SDO explicitly call their testing process “certification”? (Yes or No)
Are parties that pass the compliance test process then authorized to use a particular trademark or logo?
(Yes or No)

The seemingly-simple question whether an SDO facilitates any sort of testing proved nuanced. For example,
ISO acknowledges the existence of external certification bodies that certify compliance with ISO specifications,
but disclaims any relationship with these certification bodies. We categorized ISO as a “no” on the question of
whether they facilitate compliance testing, notwithstanding the fact that a robust compliance testing ecosystem
exists for various ISO standards – an example that highlights the fact that our results may create the impression
that testing is unimportant for certain standards, even though the reality is that testing simply happens outside of
the SDO. Similarly, we found that some organizations used multiple testing methods, and in some cases the lines
between first-party, second-party and third-party testing were blurry. For example, GENIVI appears to rely
primarily on its members’ self-testing, but then applies its own judgment to the self-reported test results, bringing
some second-party elements to the process. We also found that “other” was a larger-than-expected category, as,
for example, several organizations relied on a multi-party “plug-fest” model for testing. Finally, even the question
whether an SDO called its process “certification” and whether it authorizes logo use for certified products proved
complicated, as some SDOs both created interoperability standards and offered skills-based certifications with
associated logos (e.g., “OMG Certified Systems Modeling Professional”); we focused only on whether an SDO
certified software or hardware products and offered a logo or other mark for usage on such products.
The results of our analysis are captured in Table 2.
Does the SDO
facilitate compliance
or conformance
testing? (n = 102)

If yes to testing (n = 61), what type of testing: 1st
party, 2nd party, 3rd party, other? (Some SDOs
use multiple types)

If yes to testing (n =
61), is the testing
process called
“certification”?

If yes to testing (n
=61), are parties that
pass authorized to
use a trademark or
logo?

YES

NO

1st Party

2nd Party

3rd Party

Other

YES

NO

YES

NO

61

41

23

27

27

3

43

18

46

15

Table 2: Results of our assessment concerning SDO compliance or conformance testing and “certification.”
The data appears to demonstrate that (a) a significant majority of SDOs are involved with compliance testing,
(b) no single approach to compliance testing appears dominant, (c) SDOs frequently call their compliance testing
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process “certification,” and (d) SDOs frequently authorize implementers to use a mark to demonstrate successful
passage of applicable compliance tests.
3. Trademark filing activities
Using data collected from a commercial database called TrademarkNow, we captured the trademark filing
practices of the 94 SDOs that we reviewed. We observed that (a) these SDOs file for and obtain a remarkable
number of marks worldwide, and (b) only a tiny percentage of these marks are certification marks. Figure 1
identifies the total number of traditional marks and certification marks successfully registered by the SDOs in our
dataset. Each mark in our count represents one registration in one jurisdiction. For example, the Broadband Forum
registered the word mark “nVoy” with the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office and with the European Union
Intellectual Property Office. We count this as two marks: one in the U.S. and one in the EU; i.e., these are two of
the 5,010 valid trademarks identified in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Number of trademarks registered by the SDOs in our dataset vs. number of certification marks.
Table 3, found in Appendix B, shows the number of registered trademarks and number of registered
certification marks held by each SDO in our dataset as of April 2019. It also shows registrations that were pending
as of that date. Note that two organizations, ASME and Wi-Fi Alliance, account for nearly 60% (71 of 122) of the
registered certification marks. Similarly, three organizations—Wi-Fi, OCP and UHD—account for two-thirds (42
of 64) of the pending certification mark applications as of that date. Three-fourths of the SDOs in our dataset (71
of 94) had no registered certification marks. Similarly, over 80% (78 of 94) had no certification marks pending.
Finally, tying together the data and analysis described in Section B.2 with the data described in this Section
B.3, we find that of the 46 organizations that we identified which engage in a testing process and authorize use of
a logo or other mark by parties that pass the tests, only 17 (or about one-third) own a registered certification mark.
Even this may overstate the role of certification marks, however: this count would include certification marks
such as “CDMA2000” (owned by TIA) which is obsolete and appear to be unused today.
4. Counsel data
In the course of accumulating the data described in Section B.3 we identified the legal counsel of record for
mark applications filed on behalf of the 94 SDOs that we studied. The total number of mark applications (some
of which were rejected, or expired, or pending, or otherwise invalid at the time of our data snapshot) was 8,064.
These applications were filed by 589 different law firms. Only 24 firms represented five or more different
organizations. These firms, along with the number of applications they filed and the number of different
organizations they represent, are identified in Table 4, found in Appendix C. Notably, the firms representing the
most SDOs filed a relatively small number of applications (with the caveat that in some cases the numbers may
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skew low because of the geographic nature of trademark filings—i.e., a firm may serve as local counsel for
multiple organizations, but only file a small number of applications in its local jurisdiction). The most prolific
filers were firms representing a single SDO, as demonstrated in Table 5, found in Appendix D, which identifies
the 20 firms in our dataset that filed the most applications and shows the number of distinct organizations for
which they filed applications.

C. Analysis and Observations
A primary goal of this paper is to identify trends and practices relating to the use of certification programs
and the registration of trademarks and certification marks by SDOs. We expect to continue to mine the data we
collected in the future to provide insight into other facets of SDO trademark and certification practices and as
the foundation for more theoretical assessments of the law of trademarks and certification marks. We offer some
preliminary analysis and observations below.
1. Dissonance: certification marks in theory and in practice
Professor Margaret Chon notes that “the conventional wisdom is that [certification marks] are the appropriate
vehicle to represent standards and certifications” (Chon, 2009, p.2331). Our research demonstrates, however, that
there is significant dissonance between this conventional wisdom and actual practice in the market. That is, the
vast majority of SDO mark registrations are for trademarks rather than certification marks. This is a consequential
point: the market seems to be ‘routing around’ a legislative structure – that for certification marks -- even as
policymakers worldwide work to bolster that structure. There has been little scholarly analysis to date regarding
the drivers that cause SDOs to choose trademarks over certification marks, and the analysis that exists (e.g., Dunn
and Jackson (2012)) focuses on pragmatic factors such as cost.
2. Diversity of practices among SDOs
Many standards development organizations invest sizable amounts in global trademark filings, but it is not
clear that these investments follow a well-considered business strategy. At a minimum, similarly situated
organizations make notably different trademark strategy choices, illustrating that a consensus about best practices
has not emerged. This diversity of practices may be informed by the fact that many SDOs appear to be counseled
by attorneys with limited experience supporting SDOs.
3. Trademark strategy may be increasingly important
As open source (and open source-inspired) licensing models increasingly apply in standard setting
environments (Biddle (2019)), trademarks have become increasingly relevant. The power to identify and name
the canonical version of a specification can be the definitive tool for setting a standard in an environment where
any party can create its own version of a specification. Accordingly, trademark strategy matters more than ever
for SDOs.
4. The SDO testing process as industry self-regulation
The compliance and interoperability testing ecosystems facilitated by many different standards setting
organizations represent a remarkably complex example of industry self-regulation. Logo licensing programs
provide legal enforcement mechanisms to support detailed technical requirements, all building upon the business
cooperation necessary to establish functional interoperability between large numbers of products in a given
market. These observations situate standards compliance within the larger literature of industry self-regulation
and governance, and the lessons learned in other sectors, such as financial self-regulation (e.g., Büthe & Mattli,
2011), may inform recommendations for SDOs.
5. International discrepancies complicate adoption
The activities of many standards setting organizations are built around pillars of international collaboration and
global adoption of technical standards and testing requirements. The lack of uniform rules and requirements on
an international scale for the registration and implementation of certification marks complicates the adoption of a
certification mark-based trademark strategy by SDOs.
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D. Conclusions
Compared to the standards setting process, the standards conformity testing process is dramatically
underexplored in the academic literature. Our findings suggest that compliance testing warrants more academic
scrutiny, given its significant impact on supply chain ecosystems and ultimately on consumer welfare. We hope
that this initial effort to collect data relevant to these questions may inform research into these important questions.

Dataset availability
As of the publication date of this paper, our full dataset is freely available at the URL
<https://biddle.law/academics/trademark>, under the terms of the Community Data License Agreement – Sharing,
Version 1.0. The authors welcome ideas for collaborative projects utilizing the dataset.
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Appendix A: Table 1: SDOs included in our dataset (n = 102). The eight organizations marked with asterisks
were excluded from the analysis described in Section B.3.
3GPP*
ACCELLERA ORGANIZATION
ACCREDITED STANDARDS COMMITTEE X9
ACORD CORPORATION
AIRFUEL ALLIANCE
ALLIANCE FOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY
SOLUTIONS
ALLSEEN ALLIANCE*
AMERICAN NATIONAL STANDARDS INSTITUTE
AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR TESTING AND MATERIALS
AMERICAN SOCIETY OF MECHANICAL ENGINEERS
APACHE SOFTWARE FOUNDATION
ASHRAE
ASSOCIATION FOR INFORMATION AND IMAGE
MANAGEMENT
AVNU ALLIANCE
BLUETOOTH SIG
BROADBAND FORUM, THE
CLOUD SECURITY ALLIANCE
CONSUMER TECHNOLOGY ASSOCIATION
DIGITAL LIVING NETWORK ALLIANCE
DISTRIBUTED MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE INC
DVB
DVD COPY CONTROL ASSOCIATION*
ECLIPSE.ORG FOUNDATION
ECMA
ETHERNET ALLIANCE, THE
ETSI
EUROPEAN COMMITTEE FOR STANDARDIZATION
(CEN)
FIDO ALLIANCE
FIELDCOMM GROUP INC
GAMING STANDARDS ASSOCIATION
GENIVI ALLIANCE
GLOBALPLATFORM INC
HDBASET ALLIANCE*
HDMI FORUM INC
HEALTH LEVEL SEVEN INTERNATIONAL (HL7)
HOMEGRID
IEEE
IETF
INTERNATIONAL ELECTROTECHNICAL COMMISSION
IPC INTERNATIONAL
ISO
ITU
JEDEC SOLID STATE TECHNOLOGY ASSOC
JOINT DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION*
KANTARA INITIATIVE INC
KHRONOS STANDARDS GROUP
LINUX FOUNDATION
LORA ALLIANCE INC*
MEMS INDUSTRY GROUP*
METRO ETHERNET FORUM
MIPI ALLIANCE INC
MOPRIA ALLIANCE INC

MULTEFIRE ALLIANCE
MULTIMEDIA OVER COAX ALLIANCE
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR PRESCRIPTION DRUG
PROGRAMS
NATIONAL ELECTRICAL MANUFACTURERS
ASSOCIATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR AEROSPACE STANDARDS
NFC FORUM INC
OASIS OPEN
OBJECT MANAGEMENT GROUP INC
ODVA INC
ONVIF INC
OPC FOUNDATION
OPEN COMPUTE PROJECT FOUNDATION
OPEN CONNECTIVITY FOUNDATION
OPEN GEOSPATIAL CONSORTIUM INC
OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE
OPEN NETWORKING FOUNDATION
OPEN SOURCE ROBOTICS FOUNDATION
OPENFABRICS INC
OPENFOG CONSORTIUM
OPENID FOUNDATION
OPENPOWER FOUNDATION
OPENSTACK FOUNDATION
OPTICAL INTERNETWORKING FORUM
OSGI
PCI SECURITY STANDARDS COUNCIL, LLC
PCI-SIG
PICMG
PROFIBUS TRADE ORGANIZATION
PRPL FOUNDATION INC
RISC-V FOUNDATION*
SAE INTERNATIONAL
SEMI CORPORATION
SMART CARD ALLIANCE INC
SOCIETY OF MOTION PICTURE AND TELEVISION
ENGINEERS
SOFTWARE DEFINED RADIO FORUM (DBA WIRELESS
INNOVATION FORUM)
STORAGE NETWORKING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
THE OPEN GROUP
THREAD GROUP INC
TM FORUM
TRUSTED COMPUTING GROUP
UHD ALLIANCE
UNICODE CONSORTIUM
USB IMPLEMENTERS FORUM
VIDEO ELECTRONICS STANDARDS ASSOC
VMEBUS INTERNATIONAL TRADE ASSOCIATION
WI-FI ALLIANCE
WI-SUN ALLIANCE
X12 INCORPORATED
ZIGBEE ALLIANCE
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Appendix B: Table 3: Number of registered and pending trademarks and certification marks, by SDO

Valid
Trademarks

Valid
Certification
Marks

Pending
Trademarks

Pending
Certification
Marks

American Society of Mechanical Engineers

532

41

38

1

The Linux Foundation

421

0

127

0

American Society for Testing and Materials

333

0

7

0

Bluetooth SIG

316

2

13

0

DVB Project

309

0

7

0

ISO

245

0

13

0

USB Implementers Forum

239

0

69

3

IEEE

215

0

19

0

OpenStack

187

0

39

0

X/Open Company Limited

187

1

30

0

IEC

182

0

47

0

PROFIBUS

137

0

3

0

SAE International

118

3

7

0

Wi-Fi Alliance

95

30

14

21

ZigBee Alliance

80

0

24

0

Apache Software Foundation

77

0

5

0

PCI Security Standards Council, LLC

64

0

19

0

Object Management Group

57

0

11

0

SEMI

52

0

3

1

Consumer Technology Association

46

4

8

2

Eclipse.org Foundation

45

0

22

0

FieldComm Group

44

3

9

2

PCI-SIG

44

0

26

0

IPC

42

0

11

0

Airfuel Alliance

40

0

7

0

Health Level Seven International, Inc.

37

0

6

0

TM Forum

37

0

0

0

Mopria Alliance

36

0

16

0

NFC Forum

35

1

0

0

Genivi Alliance

34

0

2

0

Unicode Consortium

34

0

3

0

ASHRAE

33

0

2

0

Digital Living Network Alliance

28

4

1

2

Open Connectivity Foundation

27

4

4

1

Open Geospatial Consortium

27

0

2

0

Multimedia Over Coax Alliance

26

0

2

0

Thread Group

25

2

12

4
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American National Standards Institute

24

9

9

0

International Telecommunication Union

24

0

16

0

Open Compute Project Foundation

24

2

15

10

SMPTE

24

0

5

0

ECMA International

22

0

0

0

IETF

22

0

0

0

FIDO Alliance

20

0

10

0

MIPI Alliance

20

0

3

0

Wi-SUN Alliance

20

0

1

0

OpenPOWER

19

0

4

0

Open Networking Foundation

18

0

4

0

MulteFire Alliance

17

0

1

0

National Council for Prescription Drug Programs

16

0

0

0

AVnu Alliance

15

1

4

1

SNIA

15

0

0

0

UHD Alliance

15

2

25

11

HomeGrid Forum

13

1

0

0

PICMG

13

0

0

0

Video Electronics Standards Assoc

13

3

2

1

Open Mobile Alliance

12

0

0

0

Accellera Systems Initiative

11

0

1

0

ACORD Corporation

11

0

8

0

Gaming Standards Association

11

0

2

0

Ethernet Alliance

9

0

0

3

ODVA

9

4

0

0

National Electrical Manufacturers Association

8

2

1

0

OPC Foundation

8

1

0

0

European Telecommunications Standards Institute

7

0

0

0

TIA

7

1

0

0

Association for Information and Image Management

6

0

0

0

OSGI

6

0

0

0

Smart Card Alliance

6

0

1

0

GlobalPlatform Inc

5

0

0

0

Khronos Standards Group

5

0

7

0

ONVIF

5

0

0

0

OpenID

5

0

1

0

Distributed Management Task Force

4

0

1

0

Optical Internetworking Forum

4

0

1

1

The Software Defined Radio Forum

4

0

1

0

Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions

3

0

0

0

European Committee for Standardization

3

1

0

0

Oasis Open

3

0

0

0
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Open Source Robotics Foundation

3

0

0

0

Broadband Forum, The

2

0

0

0

Cloud Security Alliance

2

0

0

0

Jedec Solid State Technology Association

2

0

0

0

Trusted Computing Group

2

0

0

0

X12 Incorporated

2

0

0

0

Accredited Standards Committee X9

1

0

0

0

Kantara Initiative

1

0

0

0

OpenFabrics

1

0

0

0

OpenFog

1

0

1

0

prpl FOUNDATION

1

0

0

0

Metro Ethernet Forum

0

0

0

0

National Institute of Aerospace

0

0

1

0

VITA

0

0

0

0

5010

122

753

64

TOTALS:
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Appendix C: Table 4: Firms that represent 5 or more SDOs, with number of total applications by that firm

Representative

Apps

Orgs

DLA Piper LLP

193

7

Gesmer Updegrove LLP

149

9

Spoor & Fisher

77

7

Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt, P.C.

61

14

Marks & Clerk LLP

60

6

Spruson & Ferguson

56

13

Dannemann, Siemsen, Bigler & Ipanema Moreira

52

10

Fieldfisher LLP

46

7

林景郁

31

7

Gevers

30

7

Hanson Bridgett LLP

28

6

张淑姬知识产权代理（北京）有限公司

27

6

AJ Park

26

7

閻 @泰

20

7

Drew & Napier LLC

18

8

Barker Brettell LLP

17

5

Gowling WLG (Canada) LLP

16

5

Anand and Anand

15

5

Remfry & Sagar

14

5

E. Blum & Co. AG

12

7

陳長文

12

5

Bryn Aarflot AS

10

5

Ella Cheong LLC

10

5

Keltie LLP

6

5

Zacco Sweden AB

5

5
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Appendix D: Table 5: Top 20 application filers, with number of applications and number of SDOs represented
by the firm

Representative

Apps

Orgs

Gottlieb, Rackman & Reisman, P.C.

294

1

TRADAMARCA, Humphrey & Co

252

1

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP

246

1

DLA Piper LLP

193

7

Cooley LLP

190

2

Gesmer Updegrove LLP

149

9

IEEE

147

2

Choate Hall & Stewart LLP

146

1

Griffes Consulting SA

139

1

Miskin & Tsui-Yip, LLP

109

1

Dorsey & Whitney LLP

90

2

Leech Tishman Fuscaldo & Lampl

79

1

Spoor & Fisher

77

7

Sargent & Krahn

65

3

Venable LLP

65

4

Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt, P.C.

61

14

Marks & Clerk LLP

60

6

北京厚德致远知识产权代理有限责任公司

59

4

Spruson & Ferguson

56

13
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